Background {#Sec1}
==========

The release of the first commercial next-generation sequencer in 2004, the Roche 454 pyrosequencer, resulted in an exponential increase in studies investigating the composition of microbiota in diverse and complex environments. Although Roche 454 platforms were employed in numerous important and enlightening human microbiome studies \[[@CR1]--[@CR4]\], the Illumina MiSeq \[[@CR5]\] and Life Technologies Ion PGM \[[@CR6]\] platforms are now most commonly used for 16S rRNA gene-based investigations of microbiota composition \[[@CR7]--[@CR11]\]. The decision as to which sequencing platform to utilise for a given study frequently depends on requirements and resources, which vary based on the technology used, the cost/run, data output, amplicon size tolerated, data storage capabilities and error rates.

In order to achieve accurate sequencing results, many factors have to be considered when designing a sequencing study. Numerous studies have investigated the effects of different factors on 16S rRNA gene microbiota data including, in the case of gut microbiota studies, sample type \[[@CR12]\] (e.g. faecal vs. cecal), sample storage prior to DNA extraction \[[@CR13]\], DNA extraction procedure \[[@CR14], [@CR15]\], primers (sequences and 16S rRNA gene regions) \[[@CR16]--[@CR18]\] and the sequencing platform used \[[@CR19]\]. This study aims to look at the effects of a combination of 3 factors on sequencing results, namely, 3 different 16S rRNA gene primer sets, use of the Illumina MiSeq and Life Technologies Ion PGM sequencers and comparison of 2 commonly used extraction procedures (QIAamp DNA Stool Mini Kit compared to the repeat bead beating (RBB) method \[[@CR20]\] with elements of the Qiagen faecal extraction kit). Regions of the 16S rRNA bacterial gene are most commonly sequenced when using next generation sequencing to study the bacterial composition of an environment. This approach is extremely useful, as even poor quality or low concentrations of DNA can be successfully amplified by degenerate primers and PCR to facilitate sequencing of a region or regions of the 16S rRNA gene, allowing sequencing of diverse populations without prior selection for microbes of interest (as in the case of culture based approaches). However, the particular variable region targeted and primer pair used can impact on the results achieved \[[@CR21]\] and the ability of researchers to compare data generated from different sequencing studies. Recent studies have shown the region of the 16S rRNA gene that is sequenced will impact on the results achieved \[[@CR22]\].

With respect to the choice of sequencing platform, the two sequencers in question utilise different technologies, which may affect the sequencing results achieved. Briefly, Illumina's MiSeq is a bench-top version of the HiSeq platform, manufactured by the same company \[[@CR23]\]. This platform enables 'paired-end' sequencing, is cost effective and can achieve 2 × 300 bp paired read lengths. In contrast, the Ion PGM sequencer utilises semiconductor technology through the real time detection of hydrogen ion concentration \[[@CR6]\]. Currently, the Ion PGM produces read lengths of approximately 400 bp in length. As research using high-throughput sequencing continues, there is a need for studies to optimise accuracy while minimising, and where possible eliminating, sequencing bias. While individual studies have compared different primers \[[@CR17], [@CR21]\], extraction procedures \[[@CR14]\] and sequencing platforms \[[@CR19]\], here our aim is to investigate the individual and cumulative effects these 3 factors have on 16S rRNA gene-based investigations of bacterial composition. More specifically, by using a mock community DNA sample and mock community cells for DNA extraction, both with a predetermined composition, we aim to identify which factor(s) have the greatest effects on sequencing results achieved. Thus, our aim was to determine which extraction procedure, region of the 16S rRNA gene and sequencing platform yield results that most accurately reflect the known ratios of bacteria/bacterial DNA in the mock communities. The choice of the V4-V5 and V1-V2 regions to target with our primers was based on the frequency with which they are currently used in such research, thus there is a need to determine which, if either, provides the most accurate results. Our results revealed that the 3 Ion primers detected more of the expected mock communities than was the case when the corresponding MiSeq primers were employed. Ultimately, the choice of PCR primers and sequencing platform had a more notable impact on the results than either of the DNA extraction methods. These results will be of value to researchers when planning future 16S rRNA gene-based microbiota analyses.

Results {#Sec2}
=======

Sequencing data quality analysis {#Sec3}
--------------------------------

Mock community DNA (HM-782D) and DNA extracted from mock community cells (HM-280/1) was sequenced on the MiSeq and Ion PGM platforms. Details on numbers of sequencing reads, read lengths and percentage of reads retained following quality filtering and chimera removal are provided in Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}. The percentage of retained reads was similar across platforms and primer sets, with the notable exception of the V4-V5 primers on the Ion PGM, where 80--90 % were retained following chimera removal, compared to an average of 99 % retained for the other primers on both platforms. Rarefaction curves (Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}) demonstrate that the majority of curves begin to plateau, thus additional sequencing is unlikely to yield novel data in most cases.Table 1Details on number of sequencing reads, read lengths, percentage of reads retained post quality analysisPrimer setRawQualityLengthRemaining% RetainedAfter Chimera Removal% Chimeras% RetainedMiSeq V4-V5  Mock DNA47966Q25365--3854270189.023475479660100  Qiagen PBS^a^  Qiagen glycerol14071Q25365--3851372497.533935137170.0510055499.94899446  RBB PBS18072Q25365--3851725395.4681275180260.2545374199.74546259  RBB glycerol22650Q25365--3852053490.6578366226260.1059602699.89403974 V1-V2  Mock DNA576244Q25305--32531025453.8407343089890.4077304499.59226956  Qiagen PBS206140Q25305--32516503580.059661641170.5562456499.44375436  Qiagen glycerol274886Q25305--32515356655.865341520340.9976166699.00238334  RBB PBS420677Q25305--32532795377.9583863243191.1080856198.89191439  RBB glycerol342405Q25305--32518947455.3362241818194.0401321695.95986784 V1-V2 deg  Mock DNA339219Q25305--32516458648.51909831613821.9467026498.05329736  Qiagen PBS432220Q25305--32517083039.52385361669232.2870690297.71293098  Qiagen glycerol277087Q25305--32510047836.2622571000310.444873599.5551265  RBB PBS407061Q25305--32511102027.27355361100570.8674112899.13258872  RBB glycerol373903Q25305--32511756731.44318181164000.9926254899.00737452Ion PGM V4-V5  Mock DNA123511Q25420--4405746746.5278396519239.6472758390.35272417  Qiagen PBS173203Q25420--4407494243.26830376036619.449707880.55029223  Qiagen glycerol194132Q25420--4405826730.01411414947415.090874884.90912523  RBB PBS211696Q25420--4407722736.48014136800611.940124688.05987543  RBB glycerol203949Q25420--4408440741.3863277131615.509377284.49062282 V1-V2  Mock DNA389410Q25360--38019118449.09581161900160.6109297899.38907022  Qiagen PBS21501Q25360--3801485269.0758569148040.323188899.6768112  Qiagen glycerol35900Q25360--3802651873.8662953264180.3771023599.62289765  RBB PBS35343Q25360--3801915754.2030954190460.5794226799.42057733  RBB glycerol62195Q25360--3804215067.7707211420030.3487544599.65124555 V1-V2 deg  Mock DNA207570Q25360--3807599936.6136725715005.9198147394.08018527  Qiagen PBS398459Q25360--38023644459.33960582314272.1218554997.87814451  Qiagen glycerol439533Q25360--38021456248.81590232080653.0280291996.97197081  RBB PBS376207Q25360--38018028947.92281911747233.0872654596.91273455  RBB glycerol389283Q25360--38018444247.37992671665379.7076587890.29234122^a^DNA failed to amplify with V4-V5 MiSeq primers for the Qiagen PBS extracted cells so no sequencing data for this extraction sampleFig. 1Rarefaction curves based on sample ID and number of observed species for mock cells (**a**) and mock DNA samples (**b**). Curves are approaching or are horizontal with the x axis indicating that additional sequencing would not yield additional novel data

Effects of primers and sequencing platform on mock DNA results {#Sec4}
--------------------------------------------------------------

It was anticipated that sequencing of the mock DNA (HM-782D) would reveal the presence of 20 species, based on compositional details from the supplier (BEI resources). The 3 primer sets differed in the number of species detected relative to the number of anticipated species present in this DNA sample. The V4-V5 PGM combination was the only combination that detected the template DNA from all of the 20 mock community species (Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}). In general, the 3 Ion PGM primer sets detected more of the 20 mock community species than the equivalent MiSeq primer sets. There were also a number of instances of mis-identification i.e. where taxa not represented in the mock community DNA were detected. The mis-identified species were, in the majority of cases, closely related to species known to be present in the mock samples (e.g. *E. faecium* detected but *E. faecalis* DNA is present in the mock DNA sample. The SPINGO species classifier highlights that these species share 96.4 % species alignment). Figure [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} more specifically highlights the differences in the data generated. As can be seen in Fig. [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"}, all primers gave results that differed from those expected for the mock DNA community. The V4-V5 primers gave the most comparable results across platforms while the V1-V2 degenerate primer set used on the Ion PGM platform gave results that most closely matched those expected of an even mock community distribution of 20 species.Table 2Number of expected vs. detected species in mock DNA and cellsExpectedDetectedNo. of expected species detected% of expected species detected% Misidentified/false hitMiSeq V4-V5 mock DNA2029168044 V1-V2 mock DNA2037157559 V1-V2 deg mock DNA2034168053 V4-V5 RBB PBS2251167368 V4-V5 Qiagen glycerol2224177729 V4-V5 RBB glycerol2230167347 V1-V2 Qiagen PBS2270146480 V1-V2 Qiagen glycerol2236156858 V1-V2 RBB PBS2240167360 V1-V2 RBB glycerol2236177753 V1-V2deg Qiagen PBS2238156861 V1-V2deg Qiagen glycerol2232125563 V1-V2deg RBB glycerol2229146452 V1-V2deg RBB PBS2231125561Ion PGM V4-V5 mock DNA20332010040 V1-V2 mock DNA2027199529 V1-V2 deg mock DNA2027199529 V4-V5 Qiagen PBS2237209146 V4-V5 RBB PBS2240209150 V4-V5 Qiagen glycerol2231209135 V4-V5 RBB glycerol2238209147 V1-V2 Qiagen PBS221817776 V1-V2 Qiagen glycerol2230188240 V1-V2 RBB PBS2224188225 V1-V2 RBB glycerol2226188231 V1-V2 deg Qiagen PBS2265209169 V1-V2 deg Qiagen glycerol2228219625 V1-V2 deg RBB glycerol22372210041 V1-V2deg RBB PBS2240209150*RBB* repeat bead beating extraction methodNote: DNA failed to amplify with V4-V5 MiSeq primers for the Qiagen PBS extracted cells so no sequencing data for this extraction sampleFig. 2Percentage relative abundance of expected species (*n* = 20) detected in mock community DNA based on sequencing platform and primer set used

Other analyses were carried out to highlight the impact of primer selection and sequencing platform on the outcome of studies. A heat map of taxa abundance (Fig. [3](#Fig3){ref-type="fig"}) was generated using Spearman correlations and Ward Clustering. The results highlighted that samples separated based on sequencing platform used, with MiSeq (blue) to the left and Ion PGM (green) to the right. This is with the exception of the MiSeq V4-V5 primer which clusters with the V4-V5 Ion PGM primers. Hence the use of this primer pair is less influenced by platform choice.Fig. 3Heat map of species abundance. Only the 20 expected taxa from mock DNA (HM-782D) were included. Hierarchical clustering was performed using hclusing default parameters (complete linkage). The blue colours represent samples sequenced on MiSeq platform while green represent the Ion PGM

Effects of extraction procedure on sequencing results achieved {#Sec5}
--------------------------------------------------------------

Having demonstrated the effects of both 16S rRNA gene primer choice and sequencing platform on results, we next aimed to determine the effects of DNA extraction procedures on the sequencing results achieved. As shown in Fig. [4](#Fig4){ref-type="fig"} and Additional file [1](#MOESM1){ref-type="media"}, the relative abundances of species detected was more dependent on the primers and platform used, rather than on the choice of extraction procedure. Notable differences occurred based on storage agent (i.e. between glycerol ± PBS), namely the glycerol stocked cells had a higher relative abundance of *Streptococcus, Clostridium* and *Listeria* compared to the PBS + glycerol cells. This was true for sequencing results from both platforms and all primers except using V4-V5 primers on the Ion PGM where similar levels of these bacteria were seen between all extracts. Additionally, V4-V5 MiSeq RBB extracted PBS cells were quite different to either the V4-V5 Qiagen extracted glycerol and RBB glycerol cells. Additionally, the Qiagen PBS extracted DNA failed to amplify with the MiSeq V4-V5 primers, while other primers amplified this DNA. Thus perhaps inhibitors in this sample interacted more strongly with these primers preventing PCR amplification. These results suggest subtle differences occur in sequencing data as a result of sample storage agent and DNA extraction protocol used.Fig. 4Percentage relative abundance of expected species based on extraction procedure

As was seen for the mock DNA, the different primer sets impacted on the species detected in the mock cells. There was a strong impact of primer choice on the results, with samples amplified with the same primers being more similar than those amplified with different primers. Extraction method had a lesser effect on overall composition, with samples extracted using the RBB or the Qiagen method and amplified with the same primer, yielding similar results. Additionally, as shown in Fig. [5](#Fig5){ref-type="fig"}, the samples do not show clustering based on extraction method, with samples extracted using different extraction procedures, but amplified with the same primers yielding similar results.Fig. 5Heat map of species abundance by sequencer and extraction method for mock community cells. Only expected taxa were included and hierarchical clustering was performed using hclust default parameters (complete linkage). The *top* colour legend depicts the sequencing technology and primer set. The *blue* colours represent samples sequenced on MiSeq platform while *green* represent the Ion PGM. The *bottom* legend represents the samples and extraction method

We anticipated that 22 species would be detected from the DNA extracted from the mock community cells, however, bioinformatic analysis again indicated the presence of species known not to be within the mock community. None of the primer sets, when used on the MiSeq platform (irrespective of extraction method or storage agent), detected all 22 expected species (Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}). Indeed the best performing primer sets only detected 77 % of the expected species (V4-V5 Qiagen glycerol and V1-V2 RBB glycerol extracts). All primer pairs used with the Ion PGM platform detected a greater percentage of expected species (77--100 %) compared to the corresponding primers used on the MiSeq (55--77 %). The V1-V2 degenerate Ion PGM primers used on the RBB glycerol extracted cells detected 100 % of the expected species.

The heat map for the mock cells gave similar results as for the mock community DNA (Fig. [5](#Fig5){ref-type="fig"}). The V4-V5 amplified samples cluster together irrespective of extraction procedure or sequencing platform used, with the exception of the RBB PBS V4-V5 MiSeq sample that clustered with the V1-V2 amplified samples. Observing the coloured line indicating the extraction method, it is evident that there is clustering by primer set used and not by extraction method. The heat map also shows how species abundances differed across samples with primer choice, rather than extraction method, appearing to cause differences in species detected between samples.

Discussion {#Sec6}
==========

With the rapid increase in studies investigating the microbiota of diverse environments using high-throughput sequencing approaches, it is critical that the impact of numerous factors on the sequencing results be determined. This study analysed the effects of DNA extraction procedures, 16S rRNA gene primer design and the choice of sequencing platform on outcomes using mock community cells and DNA.

The vast majority of sequencing studies have relied on sequencing of the 16S rRNA gene to determine the bacteria present in an environment \[[@CR1], [@CR3]\]. Previous studies have also examined the effects of primers on sequencing outcomes by amplifying the V1-V3, V3-V5 and V6-V9 regions of the 16S rRNA gene from the same mock community cells as used in this study (HM 280/1) and sequencing using Sanger and 454-pyrosequencing platforms \[[@CR16]\]. They also noted the effect of the region of the 16S rRNA gene targeted on sequencing data. Our study used primers targeting the V4-V5 and V1-V2 regions and employed the Illumina MiSeq and Ion PGM platforms. Despite both studies using the same mock community cells (HM 280/1), differences occurred between our data sets, likely due to a combination of primer and sequencer effects. Similar to the study by Haas et al., our study also noted non-uniform relative abundances in the mock communities. The results demonstrated that the V4-V5 primers gave the most comparable results across platforms, which could be of benefit to researchers moving between newer sequencing platforms. However, this result must also be considered in light of the fact that the same primer sets gave skewed abundances. Thus while this primer set gave the most comparable results across platforms suggesting it is least affected of the primers sets by platform used, the results still show discrepancies between the anticipated and achieved results with this primer set. The results from the V1-V2 and V1-V2 degenerate primers were distinct from the V4-V5 primers and differed in their detection of species. Considerable differences occurred based on which primer and platform was used. Only two combinations, namely the V4-V5 Ion PGM primers used on the mock DNA and the V1-V2 degenerate Ion PGM primers used on the RBB glycerol cells, detected 100 % of the expected species. It is worth noting that the same primers used on other extracted or mock DNA templates did not detect 100 % of the expected species, thereby again highlighting that the results are due to a combination of factors, including DNA extraction procedure, primer choice and sequencing platform. Furthermore, no primer set detected the expected species exclusively and all gave false hits (% of reads achieved that were not expected relative to total reads achieved) (varying from 6 % for the Ion PGM V1-V2 Qiagen PBS sample to 69 % for the Ion PGM V1-V2 degenerate Qiagen PBS sample). These were present at very low relative abundances and were closely related to the actual species present in the mock communities, thus we suggest they were mis-assigned at species level, due to similarities in their 16S rRNA gene sequence e.g. *E. faecalis* present in the mock community but *E. faecium* also assigned at species level. Based on these findings it appears that the primers consistently performed best on the Ion PGM platform, with higher percentages of expected species detected and lower false hits compared to the MiSeq platform. A recent study also took a similar approach to ours and compared the results of a mock community sequenced using primers targeting the V1-V2 region and sequenced on the MiSeq and Ion PGM platforms \[[@CR19]\]. The study found the relative abundances to be generally in agreement with the expected community composition and the results to be similar across platforms. While our study did not analyse replicates (due to limitations in starting material), Salipante et al. did not find significant differences between replicates, which is consistent with previous findings also \[[@CR24]\]. Our findings are similar to those of Tremblay et al. \[[@CR22]\] who also showed differences in sequencing results on the 454-pyrosequencer and the MiSeq when different regions of the 16S rRNA gene were targeted, using a mock microbial community. In this instance, the authors compared the V4, V6-V8 and V7-V8 regions and found that the V4 primers gave the least biased results. We also found the V4-V5 primer set to yield the most comparable results across platforms. The authors also highlight that currently there is no consensus on which primer set yields the best result; therefore they suggest the potential to use shotgun metagenomics to interrogate your dataset and to compare the results with that of your different primer sets under investigation. However, due to cost this is still not a feasible approach for most studies but could be used perhaps to select between primer sets prior to commencing a series of sequencing-based studies.

This study also conducted a direct comparison of the MiSeq and Ion PGM platforms, both of which are being used increasingly for 16S rRNA amplicon sequencing studies. The results indicated that not only the depth of sequencing achieved differs by platform, but also the percentage of retained sequences following quality filtering and chimera removal. We found the lowest percentage of reads was retained from the V4-V5 primer sequences from the Ion PGM (80--90 % retained following chimera removal compared to an average of 99 % retained for the other primers on both platforms). This may be due to the fact that these were the longest reads achieved on the Ion PGM at 380--400 bp. Currently 400 bp is the longest read length supported by this platform and although we achieved longer read lengths with this primer set, the quality of these reads was considerably lower than the shorter reads with the V1-V2 primer sets (335--355 bp), resulting in increased numbers of reads being removed during quality filtering and chimera removal. This study has clearly shown the impact of sequencing platform on the results achieved, a finding also observed in a previous study \[[@CR22]\] which showed that samples clustered by sequencing platform used. A recent study also compared the MiSeq and Ion PGM platforms for sequencing a mock microbial community using V1-V2 16S rRNA primers \[[@CR19]\]. Our results are in agreement with this previous study that both platforms offer good sequencing depth and are a good alternative to older platforms. However, they noted that more studies looking at different regions of the 16S rRNA gene were needed to fully comprehend the impact these factors have on sequencing outcomes. This previous study also highlighted the potential to minimise sequencing artifacts using bidirectional sequencing and also through optimization of flow order on the Ion PGM platform. Again this study did not conclude as to which platform/primer combination gave the best results. Thus, we conclude that based on ours and previous data, the most suitable primer and platform to use for sequencing studies remains unclear. Perhaps the inclusion of mock communities or the comparison of 16S rRNA based data to shotgun metagenomic data may enable an optimised approach to be devised at the beginning of a large sequencing-based trial and there after the use of this optimised approach would limit variation between results within this trial. Thus we share the conclusions of Tremblay et al. \[[@CR22]\] that based on all current knowledge, protocol consistency remains more pertinent to the study outcome than primer or sequencing platform choice.

DNA extraction procedure has a significant impact on sequencing results \[[@CR25], [@CR26]\]. Several studies have previously shown the effects of using different commercial kits for DNA extraction from faecal samples on sequencing outcomes \[[@CR14], [@CR15], [@CR17]\]. Our approach was to focus specifically on just two extraction methods commonly used in microbiota studies to establish if the widely used Qiagen DNA extraction approach was as successful as the RBB approach or if the additional bead beating steps yielded more accurate results. Both extraction procedures yielded DNA that gave comparable results with respect to phylogeny. This may be due to the similarity in these approaches, while the use of a different commercial DNA extraction kit could yield significantly different results. Additionally, this study used mock community cells to investigate the effects of DNA extraction procedure. This is a relatively simple microbiota community relative to, e.g. faecal samples. Thus results suggesting that the extraction method has minimal effects on microbiota sequencing data could in fact be due to the ease of extraction of DNA from the mock community cells. While we have shown both DNA extraction procedures to yield similar sequencing results in this instance, it is our recommendation that the selection and use of just one DNA extraction method for longitudinal studies is vital to ensure differences in the data that may be observed are not occurring due to extraction bias.

Conclusions {#Sec7}
===========

This study provides a direct comparison of the Illumina MiSeq and Ion PGM sequencers and has shown that the MiSeq and Ion PGM sequencers offer good sequencing depth and provides information at species level, not attainable using older platforms. Given the demonstrated differences in microbiota composition due to primer choice and sequencing platform used, the need for the use of internal controls on sequencing runs is evident. Overall, our results are significant as they highlight important considerations for designing and interpreting sequencing studies. Thus as we enter an era of rapid sequencing development, advancement and improvement, it is of utmost importance to carefully consider, assess and continually review best practice regarding designing, conducting and interpreting microbiota sequencing studies.

Methods {#Sec8}
=======

PCR primers for 16S rRNA gene sequencing {#Sec9}
----------------------------------------

PCR primers for 16S rRNA gene sequencing using the Illumina MiSeq sequencing platform were designed to consist of an Illumina adaptor sequence, a 12 nt index (barcode) sequence, a 10 nt primer pad region, a 2 nt linker region and the gene specific primer sequence (Table [3](#Tab3){ref-type="table"}). Three primer sets, one targeting the V4-V5 region \[[@CR23]\] and two primer pairs targeting the V1-V2 region of the 16S rRNA gene \[[@CR4]\], with primer set 2 using a degenerate forward primer \[[@CR17]\] were used for sequencing to determine the effect of primer design and the region of the 16S rRNA gene which is targeted, on the sequencing outcomes. A corresponding set of 3 primer pairs were generated for use on the Ion PGM platform and were designed to contain the Ion PGM linker sequence, a unique 10 nt Golay barcode sequence, a 2 nt spacer sequence and the gene specific sequence (Table [4](#Tab4){ref-type="table"}).Table 3Sequences of primers used for MiSeq sequencingSamplePrimer sequenceBarcodeRefV4-V5 primer\[[@CR23]\] Forward primerAATGATACGGCGACCACCGAGATCTACACTATGGTAATTGGGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA Read 1 primerTATGGTAATTGGGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA Read 2 primerAGTCAGTCAGTTCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTT Index primerAAACTYAAARRAATTGACGGAACTGACTGACTReverse barcoded primers PBS QiagenCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTAACGTGTGTGCAGTCAGTCAGTTCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTTTAACGTGTGTGC PBS RBBCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATCATTATGGCGTGAGTCAGTCAGTTCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTTCATTATGGCGTG Qiagen GlycerolCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATCCAATACGCCTGAGTCAGTCAGTTCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTTCCAATACGCCTG RBB GlycerolCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATGATCTGCGATCCAGTCAGTCAGTTCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTTGATCTGCGATCC Mock DNACAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATCAGCTCATCAGCAGTCAGTCAGTTCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTTCAGCTCATCAGCV1-V2 set 1\[[@CR4]\] Forward primerAATGATACGGCGACCACCGAGATCTACACTATGGTAATTTCAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG Read 1 primerTATGGTAATTTCAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG Read 2 primerAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGT Index primerACTCCTACGGGAGGCAGCATGCTGACTGACTReverse barcoded primers PBS QiagenCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTCTTGGAGGTCAAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTTCTTGGAGGTCA PBS RBBCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTCACCTCCTTGTAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTTCACCTCCTTGT Qiagen GlycerolCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATGCACACCTGATAAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTGCACACCTGATA RBB GlycerolCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATGCGACAATTACAAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTGCGACAATTACA Mock DNACAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTCATGCTCCATTAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTTCATGCTCCATTV1-V2 degenerate\[[@CR17]\] Forward primerAATGATACGGCGACCACCGAGATCTACACTATGGTAATTTCAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG Read 1 primerTATGGTAATTTCAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG Read 2 primerAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGT Index primerACTCCTACGGGAGGCAGCATGCTGACTGACTReverse barcoded primers PBS QiagenCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTCTTGGAGGTCAAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTTCTTGGAGGTCA PBS RBBCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTCACCTCCTTGTAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTTCACCTCCTTGT Qiagen GlycerolCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATGCACACCTGATAAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTGCACACCTGATA RBB GlycerolCAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATGCGACAATTACAAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTGCGACAATTACA Mock DNACAAGCAGAAGACGGCATACGAGATTCATGCTCCATTAGTCAGTCAGCATGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTTCATGCTCCATTTable 4Primers for amplification of DNA for sequencing on the Ion PGM platformIon LinkerBarcodeSpacerPrimerRefV4-V5\[[@CR23]\] Forward barcoded primers  Mock DNACCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGTCCCTTGTCTCCGTGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA  PBS QiagenCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGACGAGACTGATTGTGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA  PBS RBBCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGGCTGTACGGATTGTGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA  Glycerol QiagenCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGATCACCAGGTGTGTGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA  Glycerol RBBCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGTGGTCAACGATAGTGTGCCAGCMGCCGCGGTAA Reverse primerCCTCTCTATGGGCAGTCGGTGATCCCCGTCAATTYYTTTRAGTTTV1-V2 set 1\[[@CR4]\] Forward barcoded primers  Mock DNACCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGTGCATACACTGGGTAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG  PBS QiagenCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGAGTCGAACGAGGGTAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG  PBS RBBCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGACCAGTGACTCAGTAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG  Glycerol QiagenCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGGAATACCAAGTCGTAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG  Glycerol RBBCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGGTAGATCGTGTAGTAGAGTTTGATCCTGGCTCAG Reverse primerCCTCTCTATGGGCAGTCGGTGATCCTGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGTV1-V2 set 2\[[@CR17]\] Forward barcoded primers  Mock DNACCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGGCGATATATCGCGTAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG  PBS QiagenCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGCGAGCAATCCTAGTAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG  PBS RBBCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGAGTCGTGCACATGTAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG  Glycerol QiagenCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGGTATCTGCGCGTGTAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG  Glycerol RBBCCATCTCATCCCTGCGTGTCTCCGACTCAGCGAGGGAAAGTCGTAGMGTTYGATYMTGGCTCAG Reverse primerCCTCTCTATGGGCAGTCGGTGATCCTGCTGCCTCCCGTAGGAGT

Mock community DNA {#Sec10}
------------------

To determine the effects of different primer sets, and different DNA extraction procedures on sequencing results, genomic DNA from Microbial Mock Community B (Even, Low Concentration), v5.1L, for 16S rRNA Gene Sequencing (HM-782D), and cells from Microbial Mock Community C in phosphate buffered saline (PBS) (HM-280) and in PBS and 40 % Glycerol (HM-281) were obtained through BEI Resources, NIAID, NIH as part of the Human Microbiome Project (Manassas, VA). Mock community DNA was used as template DNA for sequencing using 3 primer sets, per platform, as outlined below.

Metagenomic DNA extraction for PCR reactions {#Sec11}
--------------------------------------------

Mock community cells (HM-280/1) were used to ascertain the effects of extraction procedure on the sequencing results achieved, thus DNA was extracted from these cells using 2 DNA extraction procedures and DNA was subsequently amplified using 3 Illumina MiSeq and 3 Ion PGM primer sets. DNA was also extracted from mock community cells in PBS (HM-280) and those in PBS + glycerol (HM-281), thus determining if the storage agent of the cells prior to extraction has any effect on the results achieved. DNA was extracted from mock community cells, using previously described methods \[[@CR2], [@CR27]\]. Briefly, DNA was extracted from mock community cells (HM-280/1) using a QIAamp DNA Stool Mini Kit (Qiagen, Sussex, UK), with the addition of an initial bead beating step. DNA was also extracted using a RBB approach and a modified Qiagen DNA extraction procedure \[[@CR13], [@CR20]\]. Briefly, 1 ml of lysis buffer (500 mM NaCl, 50 mM Tris--HCl pH8.0, 50 mM EDTA and 4 % sodium dodecyl sulphate) was added to the bead beating tubes containing the mock community cell sample. Samples were homogenised for 3 mins at max speed using the Mini Bead beater. Samples were incubated at 70 °C for 15mins. Following centrifugation the supernatant was removed and the bead beating steps repeated. Following pooling of the supernatant, samples were treated with 10 M ammonium acetate (Sigma Aldrich, Ireland), the DNA was pelleted and washed with 70 % ethanol. The DNA was then RNAse and proteinase K treated. Finally the DNA was washed using buffers AW1 and AW2 (QIAmp Fast DNA Stool Mini kit) and eluted in 200 μl of ATE buffer (QIAmp Fast DNA Stool Mini kit).

PCR amplification and preparation for next generation 16S rRNA gene sequencing {#Sec12}
------------------------------------------------------------------------------

PCR reactions contained 25 μl Biomix Red (MyBio, Kilkenny, Ireland), 1 μl forward primer (Sigma Aldrich, Dublin, Ireland) (10pmol), 1 μl reverse primer (Sigma Aldrich) (10pmol), template DNA (64 ng) and PCR grade water (MyBio). PCR conditions were as follows: V4-V5 primer set: heated lid 110 °C, 94 °C × 3mins, followed by 35 cycles of 94 °C × 45 s, 67 °C × 1 min, 72 °C × 1 min, followed by 72 °C × 2mins and held at 4 °C. For V1-V2 primer set 1: heated lid 110 °C, 94 °C × 2mins, followed by 25 cycles of 94 °C × 1 min, 67 °C × 45 s, 72 °C × 1 min, followed by 72 °C × 2mins and held at 4 °C. Twenty five cycles was chosen, as higher cycle numbers gave non-specific bands. For V1-V2 degenerate primer set 2: heated lid 110 °C, 94 °C × 2mins, followed by 35 cycles of 94 °C × 1 min, 64 °C × 45 s, 72 °C × 1 min, followed by 72 °C × 2mins and held at 4 °C. All PCR reactions were completed in triplicate. Negative controls, where DNA was replaced by PCR grade water, were run for each primer set, with no amplification occurring. Triplicate PCR products were pooled and cleaned using AMPure magnetic bead-based purification system (Beckman Coulter, UK). Cleaned samples were quantified using Picogreen Quant-iT quantification and the Nanodrop 3300 (Fisher Scientific, Dublin, Ireland). To confirm purity and primer specificity of the PCR reactions, samples were analysed using the Agilent Bioanalyser. Samples were subsequently pooled in an equimolar concentration and prepared for sequencing using standard protocols. For MiSeq sequencing, libraries were mixed with Illumina generated PhiX control libraries (20 % of 12.5pM solution) and were denatured using freshly prepared NaOH. Samples were loaded at 6pM and sequenced using a V3 600 cycle kit and our specific 16S rRNA gene sequencing primers. For PGM sequencing, libraries were pooled and loaded at 40pM and were sequenced according to Ion PGM protocols using the Ion 318 v2 chip and the Ion PGM Sequencing 400 kit. Loading concentrations for the respective libraries were as per manufacturer's recommendations.

Bioinformatic analysis {#Sec13}
----------------------

Reads for the MiSeq were merged using the QIIME (version 1.8) script *join_paired_ends.py* and the *fastq-join* method \[[@CR28]\], however this was not required for PGM reads as they were single-ended. The QIIME script *split_libraries.py* was used to demultiplex both MiSeq and PGM reads with default parameters, however, only reads matching the main length distribution; MiSeq: V1-V2 primers (305--325 bp), V4-V5 primer (365--385 bp) and PGM: V1-V2 primers (335--355 bp), and V4-V5 primer (380--400 bp) and reads with a minimum average quality score of Q25 were retained. Chimeric sequences were removed via USEARCH version 7.0.1090 using the *uchime_ref.py* script and the ChimeraSlayer GOLD database \[[@CR29]\]. The Mothur implementation of the Ribosomal Database Project (RDP) classifier was used to assign taxonomy from phylum to genus \[[@CR30]\] with a bootstrap cut-off of 50 %. Any sequences outside this cut-off were assigned as unclassified at that particular rank.

Species classification along with *Clostridium* Cluster classification was obtained by utilising the species classifier SPINGO version 1.2 with default parameters \[[@CR31]\]. The quality filtered sequence reads for each technology and primer set were inputted into SPINGO and the results were summarised using the script *spingo_summary.py* included with the software. Heat maps were generated in R version 3.1.3. The function heatmap.2 was performed on the mock cell and mock DNA samples with only the expected species included. Hierarchical clustering was conducted using hclust.

Abbreviations {#Sec14}
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PBS, phosphate buffered saline; RBB, repeat bead beating; RDP, ribosomal database project.
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